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Abstract
Throughout the equatorial tropics, forest conversion to agriculture often fragments 
crucial primate habitat. In 30  years, 80% of the alluvial lowland forests along the 
Kinabatangan River in Sabah, Malaysian Borneo, have been supplanted by oil palm 
(Elaeis guineensis) plantations. Today, only about 20% of the former orangutan 
(Pongo pygmaeus morio) population remains in the region. Because most of the land 
is now under the tenure of agribusiness companies, we used a pragmatic approach of 
mixed biosocial methods and citizen science engagement of oil palm growers (N = 6) 
as active conservation partners to study orangutan use of the privately administered 
landscape between protected forest fragments. We found that 22 of 25 remanent for-
est patches (0.5 to 242 hectares) surveyed within plantations contained food or shelter 
resources useful for orangutans. Of these, 20 are in regular transitory use by wider-
ranging adult male orangutans, and in 9 patches, females are resident and raising off-
spring isolated within oil palm plantations. These findings indicate that orangutans 
retain a measure of normal metapopulation dynamics necessary for viability at the 
landscape level despite drastic habitat modification. We found that barriers to in situ 
conservation in these agroforest matrices were due to the following misconceptions 
across sectors: 1) Good farming practices require exclusion of wildlife; 2) Oran-
gutans seen in plantations must be “rescued” by people; and 3) Translocation is an 
appropriate conservation strategy, and nondetrimental to orangutans. Our exploratory 
study exemplifies the value of biosocial methods and collaboration with industrial-
scale farmers to support primate resilience in forests fragmented by agriculture.

Keywords Orangutan · Oil palm · Agro-forestry · Fragmented habitat · 
Anthropogenic landscapes · Biosocial methods

Handling Editor: Joanna Setchell

Extended author information available on the last page of the article

International Journal of Primatology (2022) 43:1067–1094

Received: 25 September 2021 / Accepted: 11 March 2022 / Published online: 13 April 2022

http://orcid.org/0000-0001-5368-0415
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1007/s10764-022-00288-w&domain=pdf


F. Oram et al.

1 3

Introduction

With few exceptions, the world’s nonhuman primates are native to the equatorial 
tropics (Bourliere, 1985; Van Schaik & Pfannes, 2005). Over the past 50 years, this 
region has experienced rapid land-use change, mainly driven by agricultural expan-
sion (Houghton & Nassikas, 2017; Lambin et al., 2003; Ramankutty et al., 2002). 
Madagascar, South, and South-East Asia are most affected, while forest conver-
sion to agriculture is increasing across the equatorial belt in Africa, Central Amer-
ica, and tropical South America (Almeida-Rocha et  al., 2017). As a consequence 
of human-mediated land use change, nonhuman primates (hereafter primates) suffer 
habitat loss and displacement (Estrada et al., 2017). Primates often can withstand a 
degree of habitat degradation from selective timber extraction and some fragmenta-
tion from agricultural conversion if partitioned forests are not so isolated from each 
other that access between them becomes impossible (Ancrenaz et al., 2010; Marsh, 
2003; Marsh & Chapman, 2013). However, excluding wildlife from farms is a cen-
tral dogma of agricultural practice and sequestering wildlife within designated pro-
tected forests is common to most animal management policies (Lele et  al., 2010; 
Pascual et al., 2021). These restrictions on the movement of wildlife and people fur-
ther challenge primate resilience in agroforestry landscapes (Andayani et al., 1998; 
Hill, 2005; Hockings & Humle, 2009; Sherman et al., 2020a; Treves et al., 2006). 
Therefore, even the most ecologically flexible primates suffer reduced resources and 
dispersal opportunities with progressive habitat loss (Reynolds et al., 2003; Afendi 
et al., 2011; Ménard et al., 2014; Donati et al., 2016; Bicca-Marques et al., 2020). 
Other factors tangential to agricultural land-use change, such as new road construc-
tion and the expansion of human settlements, with their concomitant risks of poach-
ing, accidents, and potential exposure to new diseases, increase the obstacles to 
primate survival in anthropogenic landscapes (Azhar et al., 2013; Clements et al., 
2014; Bublitz et al., 2015; Almeida-Rocha et al., 2017; Sloan et al., 2018; Garriga 
et al., 2019; Gould & Cowen, 2020; Boonratana, 2020).

Commensurate with habitat shrinkage and fragmentation, wildlife often are  
forced into closer proximity with humans, increasing the chances for peo-
ple–primate encounters (Humle & Hill, 2016). Direct costs to people resulting 
from interactions with primates include crop loss, property damage, and attacks 
that can result in injury, illness, and even death (Hill & Wallace, 2012). Direct 
costs for primates are similar: loss of natural food sources by displacement with 
crops intended for human consumption, conflict over crop foraging, loss of free 
access across the landscape, injury, illness, and even death due to being attacked 
or killed by people (Campbell-Smith et  al., 2012; Hockings & Humle, 2009; 
McLennan et  al., 2012; Meijaard et  al., 2011). Primates also face an increased 
risk of loss by live capture and transfer to captive care via the pet trade in anthro-
pogenic environments (Freund et al., 2017). Individuals confiscated from exploi-
tation often require costly and labour-intensive rehabilitation to readapt to life 
in the wild, which may dilute resources and foster misunderstanding about the 
importance of conservation of already competent wild populations (Palmer, 2018; 
Wilson et  al., 2014). The chief indirect costs of proximity for both people and 
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wildlife are mutual fear that can induce stress and misconceptions that result in 
mitigations that may alter but not fully resolve conflict (Campbell-Smith et  al., 
2012; Davis et al., 2013; Hill, 2004; Hill & Webber, 2010; Marchal & Hill, 2009; 
McLennan & Hill, 2012).

Over the past 40 years, wide-scale forest conversion for growing oil palm (Elaeis 
guineensis) on the islands of Sumatra and Borneo overlaps with the remaining range 
of the orangutan (Pongo spp.), an iconic species with worldwide appeal (Koh & Wil-
cove, 2008; Gunarso et  al., 2013). Orangutans are the largest habitually tree-living 
mammal and require diverse native forests, especially in alluvial mosaic habitats 
where they historically exist at the highest densities (Cant, 1980; Marshall, Ancrenaz, 
et al., 2009; Rijksen & Meijaard, 1999; van Schaik et al., 1995). These fertile areas 
also are most favoured for agriculture (Abram et al., 2014; Gaveau et al., 2014).

During land conversion operations on Borneo and Sumatra, orangutans often 
are killed or removed live and translocated by hard release to other forested areas 
(Kilbourn et  al., 2003; Wich et  al., 2016; Sherman et  al., 2020a, b). Government 
agencies or contracted NGOs usually conduct these wild-to-wild translocations, and 
relevant skills or resources are rarely available for post-release monitoring (Sherman 
et al., 2020b). Adult male orangutans, being the dispersing sex, tend to move away 
from habitat disturbance if possible (Ancrenaz et al., 2010; Haile, 1963; Nietlisbach 
et al., 2012). In contrast, the philopatric nature of adult females and immatures tends 
to compel them to remain in place even in cases of drastic habitat loss (Arora et al., 
2010; Ashbury et  al., 2020; Felton et  al., 2003; Goossens, Setchell, et  al., 2006; 
van Noordwijk et  al., 2012). Those animals of either sex that escape initial wild-
life clearance operations often subsequently face starvation due to a rapid decline in 
forest-contingent resources or are killed or translocated for foraging on first planting 
seedlings (Nellemann, 2007; Wich et al., 2012; Hardus et al., 2012; Ancrenaz et al., 
2015; Wich et al., 2016).

The rate of forest loss is unabated in Indonesian Borneo (Kalimantan) but has 
slowed in Sumatra and Malaysian Borneo, mainly due to a lack of large tracts of land 
suitable for industrial-scale oil palm plantation development (Santika et al., 2017; Xu 
et  al., 2020; Yunikartika, 2016). Furthermore, land conversion for other uses (e.g., 
mining, dam construction, and road building, including the Pan Borneo Highway) is 
ongoing throughout the orangutan’s range, including the imminent threat to the newly 
described Tapanuli species (Pongo tapanuliensis) in Sumatra (Alamgir et al., 2019; 
Laurance et al., 2020; Wich et al., 2019). Thus, habitat insecurity from encroachment 
and further fragmentation is an ongoing and central concern for wild orangutan con-
servation (Wich et al., 2016; Gaveau et al., 2019; Voigt et al., 2021).

Despite being large-bodied, orangutans are highly cryptic, so direct encounters are 
rare, especially by people unfamiliar with orangutan behaviour. Moreover, orangu-
tans maintain a more diffuse fission–fusion sociality than other great apes and, being 
generally solitary foragers, are customarily distributed at low densities over broad 
areas (van Schaik, 1999). These traits led to the presumption that orangutans could 
only survive in extensive intact forests (MacKinnon, 1971; Rao & van Schaik, 1997). 
However, most orangutans now dwell within forests degraded by some degree of tim-
ber extraction on Sumatra and Borneo (> 80% of all orangutans in Sabah and > 75% 
in Kalimantan—SWD, 2020; Ancrenaz et al., 2016; Wich et al., 2016).
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Fortunately, orangutans survive in degraded and fragmented forests, particularly 
in places without extensive silviculture forest management and where hunting oran-
gutans is not traditionally practised (Lackman-Ancrenaz et  al., 2001; Ancrenaz, 
Calaque, et  al., 2004; Marshall et  al., 2006; Campbell-Smith et  al., 2011; Oram, 
2018). Systematic ground, aerial helicopter and drone surveys also have reported 
signs of orangutans in mixed agro-forest landscapes (Meijaard et al., 2010; Ancre-
naz et al., 2015; Spehar & Rayadin, 2017; Seaman et al., 2021; Milne et al., 2021; 
Ancrenaz et  al., 2021). Therefore, when conditions are favourable, orangutans 
appear to be more resilient than previously thought. Nevertheless, given their excep-
tionally long and slow development (mean maternal age at first birth, 14.6 years) and 
long interbirth interval (mean 7.6 years), wild orangutan populations are particularly 
susceptible to catastrophic population crashes (Goossens, Chikhi, et al., 2006; van 
Noordwijk et al., 2018). Furthermore, the polarisation of the debate opposing oran-
gutan conservation and oil palm development leads to misperceptions, suspicion, 
scepticism and friction between primatologists, industries, governmental and non-
governmental conservation agencies, communities, and consumers across the world 
(Nellemann, 2007; Meijaard et al., 2012; Meijaard & Sheil, 2019; Teng et al., 2020). 
This situation makes multistakeholder engagement in anthropogenic landscapes 
critically important and considerably challenging (Nantha & Tisdell, 2009; Spehar 
et al., 2018).

We used mixed biosocial methods and citizen science engagement with oil palm 
growers to study orangutan use of the privately administered landscape between 
protected forest fragments in the Kinabatangan River floodplain of Eastern Sabah, 
Malaysian Borneo. Our first objective was a field survey to assess orangutan use and 
habitat quality of remnant forest patches within oil palm plantations. Our second 
objective was to collect orangutan sighting reports and characterise the observations 
and viewpoints of local oil palm estate managers and field staff on large scale plan-
tations through formal and informal interviews. From these ground-level engage-
ments, our goal was to initiate ongoing citizen science reporting partnerships with 
local estates to facilitate landscape-wide conservation of the remaining wild oran-
gutan population in the Kinabatangan region while providing insights relevant to 
support orangutan survival in forests fragmented by oil palm agriculture throughout 
their remaining range on Borneo and Sumatra.

Methods

Study region

Within the 500,000 ha Kinabatangan floodplain region, 85–90% of the land is now 
a mature oil palm landscape interspersed by 41,103 ha of fully protected but largely 
disconnected forest fragments ranging in size from 100–7,330 ha (Sabah Forestry 
Department, 2020) (Fig.  1). Selective commercial-scale timber extraction in the 
region began in the early 1950s (Ibbotson, 2014). Subsequently, outright forest loss 
by conversion to oil palm monoculture increased exponentially from the mid-1980s 
(McMorrow & Talip, 2001) (Table 1). In August 2005, the state formally sequestered 
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26,103 ha of remaining degraded forest fragments fronting the Kinabatangan River 
into a new protected, albeit discontinuous, network. The state acquisition almost tri-
pled the preexisting local protected land formerly consisting of 15,000 ha of intact 
Virgin Jungle Reserves (VJR). These protected forest fragments are now collec-
tively referred to as the Lower Kinabatangan Wildlife Sanctuary (LKWS) (Ancre-
naz, Goossens, et al., 2004) (Fig. 1). The marked increase in protected forest area 
reduced the amount of land available for agricultural conversion, so new oil palm 
plantation development decreased sharply from 2006 (Table 1). Since 2010, forest 
loss for oil palm agriculture has tapered off even further, but conversion continues 
when new land can be acquired (Gunarso et al., 2013).

Fig. 1  The 500,000 ha Kinabatangan engagement region in 2020, in Sabah, Malaysia. White denotes pri-
vately administered oil palm plantation land. A dashed line indicates main sealed roads, and solid lines 
are rivers and streams. All solid filled areas are forests with varying degrees of protected status: totally 
protected virgin forest reserves and wildlife sanctuary, and Forestry Stewardship Council (FSC) certified 
sustainable native species production forests. Cross-hatched areas are mangrove forest reserves, protected 
against habitat disturbance and hunting, but fishing is allowed
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Local orangutan population

The focal species of this study is the northeastern subspecies of the Bornean oran-
gutan (Pongo pygmaeus morio). Sabah is home to the largest remaining numbers 
of this subspecies (Ancrenaz et  al., 2016). Quantitative orangutan counts by nest 
surveys in 1999, 2006, and 2015 revealed an ongoing population decline, albeit at a 
reduced rate following gazettement of the LKWS in 2005 (Table 1). A good reser-
voir of long-term eco-ethological knowledge of wild orangutans exists in the Kina-
batangan region from the continuous study by the HUTAN Kinabatangan Orangutan 
Conservation Programme (KOCP) since 1998.

Definition of key terms

We defined "forest patches" as areas with a minimum size of 0.5  ha where some 
nonoil palm vegetation remains within monoculture cropland. Oil palm companies 
commonly refer to these forest patches as “unplantable areas.” Many patches were 
on steep and rocky terrain on hills and in ravines. Flatter water catchment areas were 
usually left relatively undisturbed. In the mature oil palm landscape of the Kina-
batangan region, we found that “unplantable areas” often were devoid of commer-
cial timber species but otherwise were native species forests in natural recovery 
with no restorative forest management (i.e., silviculture, enrichment planting, or 
invasive species control) for the past 10–40 years. Estates often use more accessible 
“unplantable” areas as quarry sites for road building materials, for physical training, 
or recreational use by plantation staff and occasionally for nonoil palm agriculture. 
Monoculture oil palm surrounds most forest islands on privately administered land.

This study focused on engaging oil palm growers with extensive holdings 
(8,500–75,000  ha) in the Kinabatangan landscape. "Estates" are the smaller man-
agement units of large plantation company holdings, usually between 1,500 and 
3,000  ha in size. We discovered during this study that many forest patches were 
in boundary areas between different company’s holdings, and ownership was not 
always clear. Therefore, we did not target specific forest patches in the initial study 
design. Instead, we engaged with interested companies first and then were directed 
to "unplantable areas" by estate managers when we arrived on site.

Survey of small forests in oil palm monoculture and citizen science engagement 
of estate staff

We conducted exploratory survey work in 2019 and 2020 to identify remanent 
small forest patches within oil palm plantations, rapidly assess habitat value 
to orangutans, and establish the presence/absence of signs of orangutan use. 
Because we were working on privately administered oil palm agricultural land, 
engagement, and involvement of company staff, as the key stakeholders, was cen-
tral to the study process. Equally important was to initiate collaborative citizen 
science participation and monitoring towards the longer-term goal of integrative 
conservation of wild orangutans across the private/protected forest landscape 
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(Ancrenaz et  al., 2015; Setchell et  al., 2017; Waters et  al., 2019). One to four 
estate staff always accompanied us on our on-site work for transparency, partner-
ship development, and mutual capacity building. On initial site visits, up to 30 
other company representatives, including regional sustainability managers, often 
joined us as well. Survey duration varied with forest patch size, but we initially 
spent 1 to 4 days on each site. We also collected orangutan sighting reports from 
estate records and conducted interviews with field labourers and supervisors who 
work in the areas around forest patches.

The same skilled orangutan researcher team familiar with the local Kinabatangan 
landscape led all survey work. Each team member involved in these studies had 10 
to 25 years of experience locating, habituating, and conducting individual focal-fol-
low behavioural studies of wild orangutans (Lackman-Ancrenaz et al., 2001; Oram, 
2018). Given the vulnerability of orangutans on privately administered land, it was 
not prudent to actively pursue habituation for focal follows at this early stage of 
engagement. However, we did use our experience to reliably identify specific indi-
viduals by opportunistic neutral contact (Williamson & Feistner, 2003). The mean 
height of trees in degraded forests in the Kinabatangan region is 17 m, with few trees 
above 30 m, which helped us recognise animals (Ancrenaz, Calaque, et al., 2004; 
Davies et al., 2017). We trained in visual body scoring and general health assess-
ment via our association with the Orangutan Veterinary Advisory Group (OVAG) 
network (Clingerman & Summers, 2005; Pramesywari, 2013; Reamer et al., 2020).

Once we synthesised the initial survey information with data acquired from oil 
palm staff records and field interviews, we followed up on the ground with monthly 
site visits when possible, especially in areas of recent and routine orangutan use. 
We also set up a series of small closed text message groups to maintain ongoing, 
communication by forest patch or estate. Using the mobile telephone application 
"WhatsApp," the research team and relevant oil palm grower staff systematically 
collected and shared monitoring data, addressed questions, and mitigated conflicts 
together. We ensured all participants recognised the need to maintain the integrity 
of the information relayed in these closed groups to not place any orangutans at any 
additional risk by tracking their movement.

Disturbing wildlife refuge areas by extensive cutting of dense undergrowth or 
rigging climbing equipment to manage steep slopes safely would not support con-
servation in these small forest patches. Therefore, we used preexisting dirt roads or 
pathways that usually ringed each forest patch to conduct reconnaissance walks by 
circumnavigating the perimeter on foot or in a slow-moving vehicle with periodic 
stops (Kühl et al., 2008). If it enhanced our ability to survey systematically, we also 
traversed the patch on preexisting paths where possible. Using good vantage points 
and binoculars, one to three experienced project field researchers conducted these 
surveys, assisted by two to four estate sustainability staff. We took great care to view 
as much of the whole patch as possible in each case. We quantified orangutan use 
during these reconnaissance surveys by cataloguing feeding signs, evaluating sleep-
ing nests built daily by orangutans locally, recording occasional opportunistic ani-
mal sightings, and assessing habitat quality by an index scale (Ancrenaz, Calaque, 
et al., 2004: Kühl et al., 2008).
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We did not establish a minimum threshold count of nests or signs. However, we 
did note the pattern, distribution, and relative age of nests and feeding signs to estab-
lish broad patterns of temporal use (Table  2). We also used a standardised index 
scale to measure nest class as an indication of time since construction as follows: 
1 = new: all green leaves; 2 = recent: all leaves dry and brown; 3 = old: some leaves 
are gone but nest shape and structure still well defined; 4 = very old: holes visible 
in nest; 5 = almost gone: a few branches and twigs, indicating presence but other-
wise structure no longer discernible (Ancrenaz, Calaque, et al., 2004). Pioneer tree 
species Neolamarckia cadamba (Laran) and Pterospermum spp. (Bayur), the second 
and fourth most selected by orangutans for nests locally, are common in these small 
forest patches on estates (Oram, 2018). These two tree species also have a mean 
decay rate consistently near the overall local mean of 202 days (Ancrenaz, Calaque, 
et al., 2004). Therefore, these trees were helpful for decay rate comparisons within 
and between patches.

For habitat quality measurement (Table 3), we noted plant species in the top 
20 most consumed species by orangutans in 2010–2016 in the HUTAN study 
site, especially those that provide food regularly and supply good cover and 
shelter as nest sites (Oram, 2018). Those patches with at least 2 of the top 5, one 
third of the top 20 food species overall, and nest species trees at least 20-m tall 
received a “very good” ranking. Some key vine species important for orangutans 
locally are Spatholobus spp., Lophopyxis maingii, Gnetum gnemoides, Bauhinia 
borneensis, and Bridelia stipularis. Some key tree species are Neolamarckia 
cadamba, Dracontomelon spp., Diospyros spp., Ficus spp. Eugenia spp, and 
Xanthophllium spp. Nauclea spp. (Oram et al., in prep). We used Spearman rank 

Table 2  Index scale definitions to quantify temporal use of forest patches by orangutans in the Kina-
batangan region, Sabah, Malaysia, for surveys 2019–2020

Use Definition

Recent (within the past month) Established by the presence of Class 1 nests indicating 
they were built within the past month and/or fresh 
orangutan feeding sign, i.e., fruit peels, spat or dropped 
seeds or freshly stripped bark and the discarded 
cambium fibres on the ground after orangutans have 
extracted the plant sugars if these food resources were 
available in the forest patch

Routine (ongoing residential use or frequent 
transitory use)

Established by the presence of a continuum of ALL nest 
classes (1–5) and signs that the tallest most suitable 
nest trees had characteristic “scars” of past orangu-
tan nests, i.e., trees with broken crowns, presence of 
regrowth of “greensick breaks” on branches charac-
teristic of orangutan nest building techniques (Davies 
et al., 2019; van Casteren et al., 2012)

Intermittent (only periodic and transitory use) Established by the presence of nests only in discrete class 
groups indicating a break in time when the patch was 
not used. For example, if we found ONLY Class 3 and 
Class 5 nests in trees with similar decay rates, there 
was a gap in time when no orangutan built a nest in 
the area
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correlation tests (cor.test function in R version 4.0.4 (2021–02-15) for bivariate 
analysis to measure the strength of association between habitat quality and patch 
size and habitat quality and those forest patches used by orangutans.

We gauged the level of use by people during interviews with managers to learn estate 
policy and through follow-up questions with field labourers who live or work near small 
forest patches on estates. We factored proximity to human habitation into the habitat 
quality assessment. We also noted signs of human use (i.e., presence of picnic areas, 
sheltering structures, litter, signs of extractive use by people, equipment, such as ropes to 
descend steep slopes), and direct sightings of people using the area.

Field staff interviews

As a precursor to field engagement in 2019–2020, we conducted a series of struc-
tured interviews in 2012 and 2013 to establish if oil palm field labourers on 9 Kina-
batangan oil palm estates encountered orangutans in the course of their work and, if 

Table 3  Index of habitat quality for orangutans to describe forest patches in oil palm plantations in the 
Kinabatangan region, Sabah, Malaysia, for surveys in 2019–2020

Index value Description

Poor Few if any trees, native or otherwise, above 8 m, little to no cover for hiding, covered 
by grass, or dominated by nonnative invasive species of no use for orangutans as food 
resources.

Adequate Low overall value or value is highly nonuniform throughout the patch, i.e., some cover 
but also routinely used by people. These patches may be generally useful as a short-term 
rest stop or possibly a low-value feeding stop on a regular basis or may contain a higher 
quality but highly seasonal feeding species. The patch must at least contain a few natural 
species trees of at least 15-m tall suitable for nesting.

Good Forest patch is uniformly useful for orangutans. Covered with trees with at least a third 
15 m in height. More and better cover for hiding than “Adequate.” If there is sign 
of human use, it is minimal and intermittent. Reliable but limited diversity of food 
resources, especially pioneer species (i.e., Neolamarckia cadamba) valuable both as nest 
sites and food resources but not necessarily any high value seasonal fruit species trees. 
Presence of key vine species that add cover and provide less clumped food resources.

Very Good Better overall forest structure and more diversity and richness of native species than 
“Good.” Multilevel forest structure throughout the patch. Native trees are at least 20-m 
tall, over a third of the patch. Good natural vine cover. Discrete areas of more secluded 
habitat that are difficult for people to access, i.e., ravines. Plant species diversity is suf-
ficient to provide reliable food and various plant parts necessary for a balanced orangutan 
diet (i.e., fruit, leaves, flowers, cambium). Minimal to no use by people. Minimal or well 
sequestered nonnative invasive species.

Excellent More areas where access by people is extremely difficult, i.e., very steep ravines with thick 
natural vine profusion and richer, more diverse native species for greater reliability and 
balance of food resources than “Very Good.” Less invasive plant species encroachment 
and restricted human use that is sign boarded as such. “Excellent” patches are either 
intact, with little sign of past timber extraction or in natural recovery for an extended 
period (30–40 years). Commercially exploited timber species are not primary food 
sources for orangutans in the Kinabatangan region, so selectively logged forests are not 
necessarily inadequate for this species (Ancrenaz et al., 2010; Ancrenaz, Calaque, et al., 
2004; Ancrenaz, Goossens, et al., 2004; Lackman-Ancrenaz et al., 2001; Oram, 2018).
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so, to catalogue their experience. These interviews formed the baseline for subse-
quent survey work and citizen science engagement. Almost all oil palm field labour-
ers in Sabah are foreign workers on restricted access contracts and live full-time on 
their work estates. These labourers are most often from rural areas in isolated parts of 
Indonesia or the Philippines and are generally unfamiliar with being asked questions 
by people other than their employers. Most managers of large estates are from other 
parts of Sabah or peninsular Malaysia. Therefore, it was essential to establish trust 
from both an efficacy and ethics perspective. To this aim, local team members of the 
community conservation NGO, HUTAN-KOCP, who are native to the Kinabatangan 
region and familiar with the broad range of people living in the area conducted initial 
interviews in 2012 and 2013. We workshopped all aspects of this initial engagement, 
including how to contact and coordinate with estates and structure questions, with 
the same team to achieve proper phrasing, so that questions were not off-putting to 
interviewees, and interviewers could ask potentially sensitive questions in a way that 
was comfortable to them. We wrote questions in simple conversational Malay, but 
used Indonesian, Suluk, and English during interviews when necessary. Interview-
ers used a series of photographs of all age-sex-class combinations of orangutans and 
monkey species to help identify animals encountered. Local specialist orangutan field 
researchers were present to help evaluate sighting reports. We held all interviews one-
to-one, out of earshot of fellow respondents. Interviewers wrote down the answers 
and read them back to the interviewee to assure accuracy. We did not record con-
versations, primarily because, when we suggested this, managers and workers were 
more hesitant to participate and more suspicious of our intent because they felt some-
one could potentially manipulate a recording of their voice through editing. We found 
that the extra time to interview without recording was beneficial because it yielded 
valuable additional volunteered information and created a foundation of cooperative 
goodwill. We conducted pilot interviews with 23 oil palm field workers from smaller 
plantations not involved in the more extensive study.

Ethical note

The Sabah Government Departments of Wildlife and Forestry approved this work. 
Although the project was funded in part by the independently administered charitable 
foundation (Yayasan Sime Darby) of a multi-faceted Malaysian company that includes 
an oil palm industry division, there was no oversight by or obligation to the parent 
company for work done by this project. We conducted this study without any commer-
cial or financial relationships that could be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Data Availability

Despite being fully protected, orangutans in this landscape are not safe from unnatu-
ral loss. Therefore, the datasets generated during this study are not publicly available 
to protect the orangutans in this anthropogenic landscape and to respect the privacy 
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of some collaborating oil palm companies. Some further details may be available 
from the corresponding author on reasonable request. We reported a broad general 
overview of a larger dataset of initial interview results from 2012 and 2013 that 
included smallholder oil palm plantations ≤ 10 ha in Ancrenaz et al. (2015). Details 
reported here were not included in the previously published material.

Results

In 2019 and 2020, we surveyed 62,437  ha of oil palm plantation land, covering 
approximately 12.5% of the overall 500,000 ha Kinabatangan region. We located 25 
nonoil palm planted forest patches, from 0.5 to 242 ha (median 13.5 ha), within 23 
oil palm plantation estates owned by 6 companies. We found all 25 forest patches 
were 10 km or less from another forest or mangrove area on the same side of the 
Kinabatangan River, and in 18 cases (72%), the nearby forest had protected status. 
Furthermore, we found that 23 of 25 (93%) were 5 km, and 17 of 25 (68%) patches 
were ≤ 2 km from another forest refuge. All forest patches were surrounded by oil 
palm except one 50-ha patch that adjoined a 1,500-ha protected forest reserve. Addi-
tionally, 15 of the 25 patches within estates were on hills, providing good vantage 
points to view other forest “stepping-stones” across the landscape.

Habitat quality value for orangutans of small forest patches on oil palm estates

The modal habitat quality for all 25 patches surveyed was “good” (range “poor” 
– “excellent”). We found that orangutans used patches (N = 20) with a habitat range 
from “adequate” to “excellent” with a mode value of “good” (Table 4). The habi-
tat quality mode for patches that contained resident orangutans was “very good,” 
with a range from “good” to “excellent” (N = 9 note: 10 adult females live in 9 for-
est patches). Only 2 (8%) of the 25 forest patches were relatively intact, i.e., still 
contained mature stands of commercial timber species, e.g., Dipterocarpus spp. 
Both of these two patches had a habitat quality ranking of “excellent.” All others 
(N = 23, 92%) showed signs of degradation from varying amounts of commer-
cially important native tree species extraction, usually when initial forest clear-
ing occurred 10–40 years ago. Habitat quality rankings of degraded forest patches 

Table 4  Habitat quality ranking 
of forest patches surveyed in 
oil palm plantations in the 
Kinabatangan region, Sabah, 
Malaysia, 2019–2020 (see 
Table 2 for habitat quality index 
definitions)

Orangutan Habitat Index 
Ranking

Unused by orangutans
(N = 5)

Used by 
orangu-
tans
(N = 20)

Poor 2 0
Adequate 1 6
Good 2 5
Very good 0 4
Excellent 0 5
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(N = 23) ranged from “poor” to “excellent”. Although orangutans do not rely exclu-
sively on terrestrial water sources, we found streams or small rivers were common 
to all patches that received an orangutan habitat index score of “very good” and 
“excellent.”

Two of the five forest patches with no sign of orangutan use had a "good" habitat 
quality ranking. Despite favourable tree architecture, there was no evidence of bro-
ken or misshaped tree crowns indicating use as a nest site in these two patches even 
in the more distant past (1–5 years) (Ancrenaz, Calaque, et al., 2004; Davies et al., 
2019). The larger patch (27 ha) was 10 km from another forested area, but only in 
one direction. It was 20–30 km from other forests in all other directions and was 
1.7 km from the intersection of two major sealed roads. The smaller unused patch 
(4 ha) was less than 2 km from a mangrove reserve. However, this forest patch was 
800 m from a plantation "village" (grouped field staff accommodation) and routinely 
used by people. In one other case, worker housing was adjacent to a patch with a 
resident female, but forest patch use by staff was prohibited.

Another forest patch unused by orangutans was a stand of non-native teak, Tec-
tona grandis (local name: Jati), between 15–20 m tall, planted about 20 years ago. 
Based on the secluded location, overall proximity to other forests, tree height, stabil-
ity, and architecture orangutans generally select for nesting, we expected that this 
patch, although lacking in food resources, might at least be suitable as a nest site for 
migratory males (Cheyne et al., 2013; Davies et al., 2017). Hence, we gave it a habi-
tat index ranking of "adequate." However, we found no sign of orangutan use of this 
stand of exotic timber species. Two other unused patches received a habitat qual-
ity score of "poor." These were both wholly overrun by invasive Mucuna bracteate 
vines at least 1-m deep, covering all surfaces, including the very few mature trees 
present. Estates plant this fast-growing vine species as a cover crop to enrich soil 
nitrogen, prevent weed growth, and control soil erosion in oil palm stands. These 
vines readily spread into forest patches, choke preexisting natural vegetation, and 
inhibit native species recruitment. We found encroachment by Mucuna bracteate in 
16 of 25 (64%) forest patches surveyed. We have not observed orangutans eating this 
non-native species, and its highly tangled nature makes access challenging even for 
orangutans. However, we have observed maroon langurs, Presbytis rubicunda, feed-
ing on this vine.

Orangutan use of forest islands in oil palm estates

Most small forest patches within oil palm estates used by orangutans (N = 20) con-
tained signs of use within the past month of the survey: "recent" (N = 19) (Table 5). 
Most (N = 16) also had signs they were used "routinely" either on a frequent tran-
sitory basis or by resident individuals. The difference between resident and rou-
tine–transitory use was sometimes straightforward to distinguish if food resources 
were very limited or only highly seasonal, or if the patch was small enough and open 
enough to be readily traversed and searched by experienced field researchers.

From a synthesis of survey findings, vetted sighting reports, interviews of oil 
palm labourers who work adjacent to forest patches, and follow-up work on the 
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ground, we found that 10 adult females likely are residents in 9 unprotected for-
est patches within 62,437 ha of oil palm plantation land surveyed. These females 
appeared to use forests within surveyed estates that ranged from 17–242 ha (median 
52 ha). However, we may have underestimated the total forest resources available 
to these females. We generally did not have access to neighbouring estates to see if 
they may use more natural forest resources possibly available across a company bor-
der. In 5 of the 10 cases, we have visual confirmation of these females. All of these 
had dependent offspring. The adults had body scores ranging from 2.5 "lean" to 3.0 
"optimum" (Clingerman & Summers, 2005). All dependent offspring (0–7  years 
old) appeared in good condition with an "optimum" or 3.0 body score. In two cases, 
an older adolescent (8–14 years) accompanied the female and baby. These adoles-
cents had body scores of 3.0 and 3.5 (slightly overweight),

We found a small positive association between habitat quality and patch size, but 
this was not statistically significant (Spearman’s rank correlation:  rs(18) = 0.386, 
p = 0.057, N = 20). However, we found a significant positive correlation between 
habitat quality and orangutan use of a patch  (rs(18) = 0.510, p < 0.01, N = 20) and a 
highly significant and stronger positive association between habitat quality and resi-
dential orangutan use  (rs(7) = 0.738, p < 0.0001, N = 9; 2 females live in 1 patch of 
236 ha, so 10 females live in 9 patches).

Interviews with field worker staff and management

In 2012 and 2013, we conducted initial interviews with 487 oil palm field labourers in 
the Kinabatangan region. Respondents represented 13–23% of the general field labour 

Table 5  Details of orangutan use of small forest patches in oil palm plantations in the Kinabatangan 
region, Sabah, Malaysia, from surveys in 2019–2020

Orangutan use parameters Ratio of patches with sign listed at 
left to total patches with orangutan 
sign (%)

Recent use (within past month of survey) 19/20 (95)
Routine use (repeated residential use or frequent transitory use) 16/20 (80)
Intermittent or periodic use 4/20 (20)
Feeding sign—Presence of characteristic fruit, cambium or 

termite feeding sign. Consumption of leaves, young shoots, 
flowers, and insects uncontained in a nested structure (i.e., 
ants) are usually not readily detectable as a feeding sign. 
Therefore, the presence of “no feeding” sign does not mean 
that no feeding took place

11/20 (55)

Orangutan encounters in patches by project research staff 3/20 (15)
Orangutan encounters in patches by estate staff, vetted by 

research staff
14/20 (70)

Residential use by orangutan female(s) indicated 9/20 (45)
Residential use by orangutan female(s) with dependent off-

spring confirmed
5/20 (25)
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staff on 9 mid-size to larger estates (mean size—2800  ha, range 1,500–4,200  ha). 
Though 34% (N = 167) of the respondents claimed to have seen an orangutan, only 
23% (N = 113) could correctly identify an orangutan in a series of photographs, and 
only 19% (N = 91) reported an encounter with an adult orangutan in the Kinabatan-
gan region within the past 5 years (N = 99). No unaccompanied immature orangutan 
encounters were reported during formal interviews in 2012 and 2013. Of the 99 adult 
orangutan encounters, 83% (N = 82) were made by labourers who work alone, or at 
most in pairs, for extended periods in the oil palm stands. Female orangutans (N = 
18) and immatures (N = 17) were only encountered on forest oil palm borders less 
than or equal to 10 m from the forest. However, oil palm labourers reported encoun-
ters with male orangutans throughout  contiguous oil palm ≥ 5  km from a forested 
area (N = 35) and ≤ 20 m from a forest/oil palm border (N = 33) (Table 6).

Most respondents reacted neutrally to an orangutan encounter (Table  7). Con-
versely, most workers described the orangutan’s response to being detected as nega-
tive. Workers generally interpreted the orangutan’s actions as being "angry." How-
ever, the orangutan’s use of distress vocalisations, breaking branches, sudden rapid 
movements to shake leaves, and branches are expressions of fear and distress rather 
than aggression based on the authors’ long-term experience with the species. Oran-
gutans also were perceived to be "arrogant" by some (N = 26), because they just pas-
sively continued what they were doing (N = 12) or did not readily run away (N = 24). 
Consistent with general estate practice for managing macaques (Macaca fascicula-
ris and Macaca nemestrina), the most commonly encountered primates in oil palm 
estates, workers reported they attempted to get orangutans to leave an area by wav-
ing their arms, running at them on foot or near them in a vehicle, making noise, 
and throwing objects, including firecrackers. However, two respondents mentioned 
it was more effective and expedient with orangutans to just back away and give these 
animals space, as they would readily leave the area if left alone.

No worker or manager from 2012–2020 reported that losses from orangutans for-
aging on oil palm fruits were a problem. All oil palm staff from 2012–2020 said 
orangutans pull up newly planted oil palm seedlings in recently converted areas; 
however, only one respondent in our formal interviews in 2012, 2013 (N = 487) 
reported they had observed an orangutan doing this. The three reports of orangutans 
in subsistence fruit trees or gardens adjacent to employer provided housing within 
estates were the only incidents where respondents had an explicit negative view 
of the animals’ action. This was because they planned to eat this fruit themselves. 
However, in all cases, they also expressed they did not view the orangutan itself 
negatively, recognising "it was just trying to survive."

Standard practice on all estates that we engaged with in the Kinabatangan region 
was for managers to report sightings to government wildlife authorities when the 
orangutan appeared "unwell," was out of sight of a protected forest border and there-
fore considered "lost," or appeared to stay in one place on the estate despite efforts 
of staff to encourage it to "move away". The expectation of the oil palm companies 
and the subsequent action by wildlife officers was to try to capture the orangutan, 
remove it from the plantation, administer veterinary care if needed and then translo-
cate healthy animals to a larger protected forest area, preferably in a different region, 
so the animal would be unlikely to return again to the same area.
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Table 7   Interview question series about reactions to encounters by 91 field workers in the Kinabatangan 
region, Sabah, Malaysia, 2012–2013. We asked questions 1–3 in sequence. We posed question 4, which 
is similar but not identical to question 3, at the end of the interview, following a series of questions on 
details about sighting location and class of orangutan(s) they encountered

Question 1—What was your reaction to the orangutan you encountered?

60% (N = 55) Neutral reaction to the orangutan
• Didn’t care just kept working (N = 33)
• Stopped work to watch the orangutan but were not afraid (N = 22)
23% (N = 21) Negative reaction to the orangutan
• Stopped work and was afraid (N = 19)
• Tried to chase the orangutan (N = 2)
17% (N = 15) Elected not to answer the question
• Stated they did not want to answer this question (N = 7)
• Stated they preferred not to answer and were allowed to skip this question (N = 8)
Question 2—Describe the orangutan’s reaction to encountering you
32% (N = 29) Neutral reaction by the orangutan
• Orangutan kept quiet and watched worker (N = 21)
• Orangutan just stayed eating (N = 6)
• Orangutan just continued its way walking on the ground (N = 1)
• Orangutan stayed hiding in oil palm tree (N = 1)
63% (N = 57) Negative reaction by the orangutan
• Orangutan “ran away” through the trees or palms or if on the ground ran to a tree, climbed up and then 

moved away very fast through trees or palms (N = 28)
• Orangutan made noise and was breaking branches (N = 24)
• Orangutans was moving rapidly between trees (N = 5)
5% (N = 5) Elected not to answer the question
• Stated they did not want to answer (N = 1)
• Stated they preferred not to answer and were allowed to skip this question (N = 4)
Question 3—What type of problem or conflict did you have with the orangutan?
71% (N = 65) Have no problem with the orangutan
13% (N = 12) Afraid for various reasons
• No fear of the orangutan. Rather they fear loss of income, because the foreman will move them away 

from this area but not reassign them somewhere else on this day (N = 6)
• Afraid the orangutan will chase them, hurt them, or come into their house later and attack them (N = 5)
• Afraid the orangutan will kidnap women, because it happened to a relative nearby (N = 1)
15.4% (N = 14) Elected not to answer
Question 4—What do you do when you have a problem with an orangutan? (N = 91)
87% (N = 79) Do nothing – Leave animal alone. Have no problem. Not afraid just observed the orangu-

tan and kept working
4% (N = 4) Do nothing – Leave animal alone, but so afraid they needed to stop work to watch it; Did 

not do anything to the orangutan
8% (N = 7) Make noise and try to chase the orangutan. All said “people” but not necessarily the 

respondent themselves throw firecrackers at the orangutan
1% (N = 1) Report it to a manager
0% (N = 0) Elected not to answer
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Discussion

This exploratory study shows that natural-forested patches in mature oil palm plan-
tations provide stepping-stone connectivity for orangutans across the protected 
forest-oil palm monoculture matrix in the Kinabatangan floodplain. We found 
that most forest patches within estates, although degraded, contained resources of 
value to orangutans. Resources ranged from only a few native species trees of suf-
ficient height for temporary shelter to a rich diversity of native tree and vine spe-
cies serviceable as a longer-term refuge within the privately administered landscape. 
Smaller forest patch size was not necessarily an indicator of lesser value or quality 
since patches used by orangutans ranged from the smallest (0.5 ha) to the largest 
(242 ha) surveyed. Moreover, most forest islands spaced 10 km or less apart were 
used routinely, at least on a transitory basis, despite the fact oil palm staff rarely 
encounter these animals inside estates.

These results exemplify the need for a real commitment to retain preexisting 
"unplantable areas" (naturally forested patches) in the oil palm landscape. Although 
all companies involved in our study stated they intended to retain these patches, 
only 1 of 20 patches used by orangutans had a High Conservation Value ranking 
(HCV 1), meaning it was formally set aside as critical habitat for rare, threatened, 
and endangered species (RTE) as specified by the Round Table of Sustainable Palm 
Oil (RSPO). We encourage policy to improve regional stepping-stone connectivity 
by setting aside additional patches of land for forest restoration, especially where 
forest fragments are currently separated by 10 km or more. We support the RSPO 
recommendation to retain or restore all ≥  250 slopes rather than recontouring to ter-
race these areas for new planting or subsequent cycle (20–25 years) replanting. In 
the mineral soil landscape of the Kinabatangan region, streams and small rivers 
generally remain on their natural course, and many small hills and rocky outcrops 
remain. These natural landmarks likely help migratory males navigate across the 
region. Therefore, discontinuous forest patches currently appear to be sufficient to 
provide connectivity in this type of landscape. Conversely, plantations developed 
on vast flat drained peatlands, where no natural landmarks remain, may need physi-
cal corridors to retain functional connectivity between forest fragments.

In nonoil-palm planted areas, barriers to usefulness for orangutans were an absence 
of native species trees and vines of sufficient diversity and height necessary to pro-
vide ample cover, quantity and quality of natural food resources. However, the most 
pronounced negative impact on habitat quality of forest patches in estates was infesta-
tion by the invasive vine, Mucuna bracteate, planted in the oil palm stands. Herbicide 
use inside forest patches is likely not advisable. However, access roads generally ring 
forest patches, so if estates judiciously control Mucuna bracteata spread across roads 
adjacent to forest patches inside estates and along protected forest borders, this may be 
a suitable supplement to highly laborious manual cutting. Targeted enrichment plant-
ing with various native species to improve habitat within existing forest patches also is 
beneficial if it does not markedly intensify human disturbance.

From a synthesis of field survey data and citizen science reports from estate staff, 
we found females and immatures remained nearby forested areas. In contrast, male 

1084



“Engaging the Enemy”: Orangutan (Pongo pygmaeus morio)…

1 3

orangutans ranged widely within and between forests and in contiguous oil palm 
well away from any natural forest. We also found some forest patches isolated within 
plantations where previously unknown resident females with offspring were present 
decades after conversion of the surrounding forest to oil palm agriculture. These 
results are consistent with the community structure of orangutans, whereby males 
are the dispersing sex and circulate over more expansive areas between the parts 
of forests where related clusters of highly philopatric females with dependent off-
spring live (Goossens, Setchell, et al., 2006; Arora et al., 2012; van Noordwijk et al., 
2012; Nietlisbach et al., 2012; Nater et al., 2013; Ashbury et al., 2020). Therefore, 
it appears that at least some degree of normal orangutan metapopulation dynamics 
necessary for long-term viability is still functioning despite drastic habitat modifica-
tion in the Kinabatangan region (Ancrenaz et al., 2021; DeWoody et al., 2005; Grilli 
et al., 2015).

The median forest patch size used by resident females in this preliminary study 
was 52 ha. Another study in the Kinabatangan region reported a mean home range 
of 65 ha, albeit more than 45 years ago (Horr, 1975). Other published home range 
estimates for females of this orangutan subspecies span from 40 to 180  ha and 
vary with analysis metrics, habitat type, resource availability, life stage, and social 
dynamics (Singleton et al., 2009; Morrogh-Bernard, 2009; Wartmann et al., 2010; 
Ashbury et al., 2020). More study to better understand range sharing dynamics and 
localised feeding ecology is needed to assure the long-term survival of adult female 
orangutans and their dependent and semi-independent offspring in fragmented forest 
landscapes. This work is critical but must be conducted with great care and sensitiv-
ity, given the well-established practice of removal of orangutans found outside pro-
tected forests (Sherman et al., 2020b). The females in our study very likely survived 
in the forested remnants of their ancestral homes now inside oil palm plantations 
only because no one knew they were still there. Lifelong site fidelity, characteristic 
of adult female orangutans, likely predisposes this sex and dependent immatures to 
preferential loss during forest clearance (Ashbury et al., 2020; Marshall, Lacy, et al., 
2009; van Noordwijk et al., 2012). The finding of a male skew (2.42:1) in the local 
sex ratio supports this supposition (Bruford et al., 2010). Moreover, these previously 
undetected adult females and their offspring surviving in the privately administered 
landscape likely represent distinct matrilines from protected forests (Goossens et al., 
2005). Thus, more critically important genetic diversity may be retained in the local 
population than previously surmised.

The overall genetic diversity of orangutans in the Kinabatangan region remains 
high despite the recent anthropogenic loss of approximately 80–90% of the popula-
tion (Goossens et  al., 2005; Goossens et  al., 2006; Goossens et  al., 2006). Based 
on local population trends, an approximately 0.4% annual decline persists today 
(Table 1). Population viability analysis suggests that unnatural loss of 1% of adult 
females and 1–3% of dispersing males per annum would mean the population is 
unsustainable in the Kinabatangan region (Marshall et al., 2009). While the situation 
is clearly of great concern, it may not be dire if we can support the natural growth 
of the pre-existing local wild orangutan population, which is well-adapted to current 
habitat conditions and prevent unnatural losses from translocation and intentional or 
unintentional premature death.
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This study does not diminish the importance of extensive, intact, protected for-
ests for wildlife conservation. Instead, we show the additional value smaller forest 
fragments provide to support functional connectivity of orangutan metapopulations 
(Kadoya, 2009; Laliberté & St-Laurent, 2020). Furthermore, the extent of orangutan 
use of the privately administered oil palm agricultural landscape found  in this study 
suggests that sequestering wildlife in government-protected forests alone may be 
insufficient for many species, including orangutans (Sales et al., 2019). Instead, inte-
grated conservation management of the protected and privately administered agro-
forest matrix is required (Lele et  al., 2010; Ng et  al., 2021; Pascual et  al., 2021). 
Given that the prime alluvial lowland habitat of the orangutan also is in demand for 
conversion to agriculture, industrial-scale farmers, as the largest private land admin-
isters in the landscape today, now have a pivotal role to play in the conservation 
of the wild orangutans that remain throughout their range. In addition to provid-
ing stepping-stone connectivity, tangible actions required are safe passage for male 
orangutans across oil palm plantations between forest patches and habitat security 
to assure long-term survivorship of all remaining females in situ on their ancestral 
land, even if this is within the privately administered landscape.

Based in part on our studies, the updated 2020 Sabah State Government Oran-
gutan Action Plan adopted a more measured approach to translocation to facilitate 
improved metapopulation conservation (SWD, 2020). Nevertheless, the presumption 
that "agricultural best practice" requires exclusion of wildlife, and thereby any orangu-
tan detected in or near an oil palm plantation is by definition "lost," or even "lonely," 
and as such requires intervention by people to "rescue" the animal and move it else-
where, remains a firmly held dogma on the ground. In 2012, when we initiated baseline 
work, local oil palm plantation management perceived orangutans were "long gone" 
from estates 30 years after forest conversion. In 2019, based on our earlier work, planta-
tion management was more receptive conceptually but generally remained sceptical and 
cautious about engaging with conservation practitioners. To overcome this reticence, 
judicious use of classic field science integrated with social science and citizen science 
techniques to facilitate interactive engagement was fundamental to building cross-sec-
tor collaborations necessary to overcome misconceptions about wild orangutan conser-
vation in situ in the context of oil palm agriculture. (McLennan & Hill, 2012; Setchell 
et al., 2017; Waters et al., 2019). Furthermore, given that wild orangutans, even under 
normal conditions, are highly cryptic and appear even more elusive in anthropogenic 
circumstances, careful work by researchers with a depth of specialist knowledge of the 
species in these local circumstances was also crucial to the success of this work.

Overall, we found that oil palm managerial staff perceived encounters with oran-
gutans as more problematic than labourers who encounter these animals. Interest-
ingly, only 1 out of 91 field labourer respondents in the 2012–2013 survey said they 
contacted management regarding an orangutan sighting. Perhaps this reluctance to 
report was because the chief concern expressed by labourers was not about the ani-
mal but rather a fear of losing income if they had to stop work with no reassignment. 
Nevertheless, though all respondents in our initial formal interviews actively par-
ticipated in descriptions of the orangutans they encountered, approximately 15% did 
not wish to answer any questions about attitudes, interactions, or mitigation, high-
lighting the need for ongoing engagement in the landscape.
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A common concern at all levels of our engagement was the fear that if growers 
acted more positively toward orangutans, the animals would rapidly become too 
numerous and then become an especially challenging "pest" given the universal high 
regard for the species, nationally and internationally. Although a logical presumption, 
this misunderstanding stems from not knowing that even under idealised natural cir-
cumstances without any external threats, the maximal theoretical annual growth rate 
of wild orangutans is only 2% (Marshall, Lacy, et al., 2009). A related concern con-
veyed by estate management was the misunderstanding that conservation action for a 
Critically Endangered species necessitates aggressive intervention to increase animal 
numbers at an accelerated rate, ex situ, and reintroduce them into the landscape in 
large numbers to offset imminent extinction. These rational but fundamental misun-
derstandings are excellent examples of how complex the concepts of in situ conserva-
tion and co-existence are to grasp for the general public. They also underscore why 
an inclusive approach of integrated biosocial methods and sustained practical engage-
ment that is collaborative rather than prescriptive is essential to adequately address 
the full range of subtleties at play in dynamic agro-forest landscapes (Campbell-
Smith et al., 2012; Hill & Webber, 2010; Hockings & Humle, 2009; Hockings et al., 
2015; Humle & Hill, 2016; Marsh & Chapman, 2013; McLennan & Hill, 2012).

Mixed biosocial methods can be challenging as they require a cross-disciplinary 
skillset and ample time to build relationships and trust across sectors (Setchell et al., 
2017; Waters et al., 2019; Chazdon et al., 2020). Nevertheless, this study clarifies 
that without the participation of the largest land administers, who in this example 
happen to be oil palm growers, it would be impossible for us to support, rather than 
further disrupt nonhuman primate resilience in forests fragmented by agriculture. 
These findings apply directly to the prime alluvial lowland habitat of the orangutan 
and the other nine species of nonhuman primates living in the Kinabatangan region. 
These results are equally relevant to other riverine regions in Sabah, the rest of Bor-
neo and Sumatra, and throughout the equatorial tropics worldwide, where little of 
the alluvial lowland habitat essential for many nonhuman primate species survival 
has escaped degradation and fragmentation from forest conversion to agriculture.

Supplementary Information The online version contains supplementary material available at https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1007/ s10764- 022- 00288-w.

Acknowledgements Funding for this study was provided to the PONGO Alliance – Kinabatangan Pro-
ject by Yayasan Sime Darby and the Alliance pour la Préservation des Forêsts under the project title 
name: Creation of a Human and Orangutan Co-existence Landscape in the Kinabatangan Sabah. The 
project received administrative and financial management support from SEARRP (South East Asia Rain-
forest Research Partnership and works collaboratively with HUTAN-KOCP (The Kinabatangan Orangu-
tan Conservation Programme), the Sabah Wildlife Department and the Sabah Forestry Department.

The project thanks all oil palm companies who participated in this study, including Sawit Kinabalu, 
IOI, Sime Darby, Tradewinds, and others who wish to remain anonymous at this time. We also thank all 
our HUTAN team colleagues who assisted in this work, all collaborating oil palm estate staff, as well as 
Wildlife and Forestry Department staff who have supported our work. HUTAN thanks Arcus Foundation; 
Zoo Basel; Hogle Zoo; Chester Zoo; Co-OP; WLT; USFW; Houston Zoo and all Hutan partners. The 
authors gratefully acknowledge the contributions of Catherine Hill, Jo Setchell, Giuseppe Donati, Aimee 
Oxley, Mary Casey, and Glen Reynolds for their generous time, encouragement, and comments to the 
manuscript. We also thank the three anonymous reviewers for their very helpful comments to improve 
this work. The authors declare that they have no conflict of interest.

1087

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10764-022-00288-w
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10764-022-00288-w


F. Oram et al.

1 3

Author Contributions FO, MA, and IL originally formulated the idea. FO and MA developed methodol-
ogy. FO, HE, SP, and PS developed interviews. ARS, HS, AA, and IL facilitated contacts with compa-
nies. MDK, ARS, HS, HE, and PS conducted interviews. FO, MDK, HE, PS, and ARS conducted field-
work. FO performed analyses. SP and PS did translations. FO and MA wrote the manuscript.

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License, 
which permits use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long as 
you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative Com-
mons licence, and indicate if changes were made. The images or other third party material in this article 
are included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line to the 
material. If material is not included in the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended use is 
not permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission 
directly from the copyright holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit http:// creat iveco mmons. org/ licen 
ses/ by/4. 0/.

References

Abram, N. K., Xofis, P., Tzanopoulos, J., MacMillan, D. C., Ancrenaz, M., Chung, R., Peter, L., Ong, R., 
Lackman, I., Goossens, B., & Ambu, L. (2014). Synergies for improving oil palm production and 
forest conservation in floodplain landscapes. PloS One, 9(6), e95388.

Afendi, N., Rachmawan, D., & Gumert, M. (2011). The long-tailed macaques of Karimunjawa (Macaca 
fascicularis karimondjiwae): A small and isolated subspecies threatened by human-macaque con-
flict. In M. Gumert, A. Fuentes, & L. Jones-Engel (Eds.), Monkeys on the Edge: Ecology and Man-
agement of Long-tailed Macaques and their Interface with Humans (pp. 12–14). Cambridge Uni-
versity Press.

Alamgir, M., Campbell, M. J., Sloan, S., Suhardiman, A., Supriatna, J., & Laurance, W. F. (2019). 
High-risk infrastructure projects pose imminent threats to forests in Indonesian Borneo. Scientific 
Reports, 9(1), 1–10.

de Almeida-Rocha, J. M., Peres, C. A., & Oliveira, L. C. (2017). Primate responses to anthropogenic 
habitat disturbance: A pantropical meta-analysis. Biological Conservation, 215, 30–38.

Ancrenaz, M., Calaque, R., & Lackman-Ancrenaz, I. (2004a). Orangutan nesting behaviour in disturbed 
forest of Sabah, Malaysia: Implications for nest census. International Journal of Primatology, 
25(5), 983–1000.

Ancrenaz, M., Goossens, B., Gimenez, O., Sawang, A., & Lackman-Ancrenaz, I. (2004b). Determina-
tion of ape distribution and population size using ground and aerial surveys: a case study with 
orang-utans in lower Kinabatangan, Sabah, Malaysia. In Animal Conservation forum (Vol. 7, No. 
4, 375–385). Cambridge University Press.

Ancrenaz, M., Ambu, L., Sunjoto, I., Ahmad, E., Manokaran, K., Meijaard, E., & Lackman, I. (2010). 
Recent surveys in the forests of Ulu Segama Malua, Sabah, Malaysia, show that orang-utans (P. p. 
morio) can be maintained in slightly logged forests. PLoS One, 5(7), e11510.

Ancrenaz, M., Oram, F., Ambu, L., Lackman, I., Ahmad, E., Elahan, H., Kler, H., Abram, N. K., & Mei-
jaard, E. (2015). Of Pongo, palms, and perceptions: A multidisciplinary assessment of Bornean 
orang-utans Pongo pygmaeus in an oil palm context. Oryx, 49(3), 465–472.

Ancrenaz, M., Gumal, M., Marshall, A. J., Meijaard, E., Wich, S. A., & Husson, S. (2016). Pongo 
pygmaeus (errata version published in 2018). The IUCN Red List of Threatened Species 2016: 
e.T17975A123809220. https:// doi. org/ 10. 2305/ IUCN. UK. 2016-1. RLTS. T1797 5A179 66347. en

Ancrenaz, M., Oram, F., Nardiyono, N., Silmi, M., Jopony, M. E., Voigt, M., Seaman, D. J., Sherman, 
J., Lackman, I., Traeholt, C., & Wich, S. A. (2021). Importance of small forest fragments in agri-
cultural landscapes for maintaining orangutan metapopulations. Frontiers in Forests and Global 
Change, 4, 5.

Andayani, N., Eudey, A., Galdikas, B., Groves, C., Knott, C., Leighton, M., MacKinnon, J., Mitani, J., 
Meijaard, E., Melnick, D., & Momberg, F. (1998). Orangutan Action Plan. Yeager, C. (Ed.).

1088

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.2305/IUCN.UK.2016-1.RLTS.T17975A17966347.en


“Engaging the Enemy”: Orangutan (Pongo pygmaeus morio)…

1 3

Arora, N., Nater, A., van Schaik, C. P., Willems, E. P., van Noordwijk, M. A., Goossens, B., Morf, N., 
Bastian, M., Knott, C., Morrogh-Bernard, H., & Kuze, N. (2010). Effects of Pleistocene glaciations 
and rivers on the population structure of Bornean orangutans (Pongo pygmaeus). Proceedings of 
the National Academy of Sciences, 107(50), 21376–21381.

Arora, N., Van Noordwijk, M. A., Ackermann, C., Willems, E. P., Nater, A., Greminger, M., Nietlisbach, 
P., Dunkel, L. P., Utami Atmoko, S. S., Pamungkas, J., & Krützen, M. (2012). Parentage-based 
pedigree reconstruction reveals female matrilineal clusters and male-biased dispersal in nongre-
garious Asian great apes, the Bornean orang-utans (Pongo pygmaeus). Molecular Ecology, 21(13), 
3352–3362.

Ashbury, A. M., Willems, E. P., Atmoko, S. S. U., Saputra, F., van Schaik, C. P., & van Noordwijk, M. A. 
(2020). Home range establishment and the mechanisms of philopatry among female Bornean oran-
gutans (Pongo pygmaeus wurmbii) at Tuanan. Behavioral Ecology and Sociobiology, 74(4), 1–21.

Azhar, B., Lindenmayer, D., Wood, J., Fischer, J., Manning, A., McElhinny, C., & Zakaria, M. (2013). 
Contribution of illegal hunting, culling of pest species, road accidents and feral dogs to biodiversity 
loss in established oil-palm landscapes. Wildlife Research, 40(1), 1–9.

Bicca-Marques, J. C., Chaves, Ó. M., & Hass, G. P. (2020). Howler monkey tolerance to habitat shrink-
ing: Lifetime warranty or death sentence? American Journal of Primatology, 82(4), e23089.

Bourliere, F. (1985). Primate communities: Their structure and role in tropical ecosystems. International 
Journal of Primatology, 6(1), 1–26.

Boonratana, R. (2020). Asian primates in fragments: Understanding causes and consequences of frag-
mentation and predicting primate population viability. American Journal of Primatology, 82(4), 
e23082.

Bruford, M. W., Ancrenaz, M., Chikhi, L., Lackman-Ancrenaz, I., Andau, M., Ambu, L., & Goossens, 
B. (2010). Projecting genetic diversity and population viability for the fragmented orang-utan 
population in the Kinabatangan floodplain, Sabah Malaysia. Endangered Species Research, 12(3), 
249–261.

Bublitz, D. C., Wright, P. C., Rasambainarivo, F. T., Arrigo-Nelson, S. J., Bodager, J. R., & Gillespie, T. 
R. (2015). Pathogenic enterobacteria in lemurs associated with anthropogenic disturbance. Ameri-
can Journal of Primatology, 77(3), 330–337.

Campbell-Smith, G., Campbell-Smith, M., Singleton, I., & Linkie, M. (2011). Apes in space: saving an 
imperilled orangutan population in Sumatra. PloS One, 6(2), e17210.

Campbell-Smith, G., Sembiring, R., & Linkie, M. (2012). Evaluating the effectiveness of human-orangu-
tan conflict mitigation strategies in Sumatra. Journal of Applied Ecology, 49(2), 367–375.

Cant, J. G. (1980). What limits primates? Primates, 21(4), 538–544.
Chazdon, R. L., Cullen, L., Jr., Padua, S. M., & Padua, C. V. (2020). People, primates, and predators in 

the Pontal: from endangered species conservation to forest and landscape restoration in Brazil’s 
Atlantic Forest. Royal Society Open Science, 7(12), 200939.

Cheyne, S. M., Rowland, D., Höing, A., & Husson, S. J. (2013). How orang-utans choose where to sleep: 
Comparison of nest site variables. Asian Primates Journal, 3(1), 13–17.

Clements, G. R., Lynam, A. J., Gaveau, D., Yap, W. L., Lhota, S., Goosem, M., Laurance, S., & Laur-
ance, W. F. (2014). Where and how are roads endangering mammals in Southeast Asia’s forests? 
PloS one, 9(12), e115376.

Clingerman, K. J., & Summers, L. (2005). Development of a body condition scoring system for nonhu-
man primates using Macaca mulatta as a model. Lab Animal, 34(5), 31–36.

Davies, A. B., Ancrenaz, M., Oram, F., & Asner, G. P. (2017). Canopy structure drives orangutan habitat 
selection in disturbed Bornean forests. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 114(31), 
8307–8312.

Davies, A. B., Oram, F., Ancrenaz, M., & Asner, G. P. (2019). Combining behavioural and LiDAR data 
to reveal relationships between canopy structure and orangutan nest site selection in disturbed for-
ests. Biological Conservation, 232, 97–107.

Davis, J. T., Mengersen, K., Abram, N. K., Ancrenaz, M., Wells, J. A., & Meijaard, E. (2013). It’s not just 
conflict that motivates killing of orangutans. PloS One, 8(10), e75373.

DeWoody, Y. D., Feng, Z., & Swihart, R. K. (2005). Merging spatial and temporal structure within a 
metapopulation model. The American Naturalist, 166(1), 42–55.

Donati, G., Campera, M., Balestri, M., Serra, V., Barresi, M., Schwitzer, C., Curtis, D. J., & Santini, 
L. (2016). Ecological and anthropogenic correlates of activity patterns in Eulemur. International 
Journal of Primatology, 37(1), 29–46.

1089



F. Oram et al.

1 3

Estrada, A., Garber, P. A., Rylands, A. B., Roos, C., Fernandez-Duque, E., Di Fiore, A., Nekaris, K. A. I., 
Nijman, V., Heymann, E. W., Lambert, J. E., & Rovero, F. (2017). Impending extinction crisis of 
the world’s primates: Why primates matter. Science Advances, 3(1), e1600946.

Felton, A. M., Engström, L. M., Felton, A., & Knott, C. D. (2003). Orangutan population density, forest 
structure and fruit availability in hand-logged and unlogged peat swamp forests in West Kaliman-
tan Indonesia. Biological Conservation, 114(1), 91–101.

Freund, C., Rahman, E., & Knott, C. (2017). Ten years of orangutan-related wildlife crime investigation 
in West Kalimantan Indonesia. American Journal of Primatology, 79(11), 22620.

Garriga, R. M., Marco, I., Casas-Díaz, E., Acevedo, P., Amarasekaran, B., Cuadrado, L., & Humle, T. 
(2019). Factors influencing wild chimpanzee (Pan troglodytes verus) relative abundance in an agri-
culture-swamp matrix outside protected areas. PloS One, 14(5), e0215545.

Gaveau, D. L., Sloan, S., Molidena, E., Yaen, H., Sheil, D., Abram, N. K., Ancrenaz, M., Nasi, R., Qui-
nones, M., Wielaard, N., & Meijaard, E. (2014). Four decades of forest persistence, clearance, and 
logging on Borneo. PloS One, 9(7), e101654.

Gaveau, D. L., Locatelli, B., Salim, M. A., Yaen, H., Pacheco, P., & Sheil, D. (2019). Rise and fall of 
forest loss and industrial plantations in Borneo (2000–2017). Conservation Letters, 12(3), e12622.

Goossens, B., Chikhi, L., Jalil, M. F., Ancrenaz, M., Lackman-Ancrenaz, I., Mohamed, M., Andau, P., 
& Bruford, M. W. (2005). Patterns of genetic diversity and migration in increasingly fragmented 
and declining orang-utan (Pongo pygmaeus) populations from Sabah Malaysia. Molecular Ecol-
ogy, 14(2), 441–456.

Goossens, B., Chikhi, L., Ancrenaz, M., Lackman-Ancrenaz, I., Andau, P., & Bruford, M. W. (2006). 
Genetic signature of anthropogenic population collapse in orang-utans. PloS Biology, 4(2), e25.

Goossens, B., Setchell, J. M., James, S. S., Funk, S. M., Chikhi, L., Abulani, A., Ancrenaz, M., Lackman-
Ancrenaz, I., & Bruford, M. W. (2006b). Philopatry and reproductive success in Bornean orang-
utans (Pongo pygmaeus). Molecular Ecology, 15(9), 2577–2588.

Gould, L., & Cowen, L. L. (2020). Lemur catta in small forest fragments: Which variables best predict 
population viability? American Journal of Primatology, 82(4), e23095.

Grilli, J., Barabás, G., & Allesina, S. (2015). Metapopulation Persistence in Random Fragmented Land-
scapes. Plos Computational Biology, 11(5), e1004251. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1371/ journ al. pcbi. 10042 
51

Gunarso, P., Hartoyo, M. E., Agus, F., & Killeen, T. J. (2013). Oil palm and land use change in Indonesia, 
Malaysia, and Papua New Guinea. Reports from the Technical Panels of the 2nd Greenhouse Gas 
Working Group of the Roundtable on Sustainable Palm Oil (RSPO).

Haile, N. S. (1963). Orangutan: Human co-existence in North Borneo. The Sarawak Museum Journal, 
11(21–22), 259–261.

Hardus, M. E., Lameira, A. R., Menken, S. B., & Wich, S. A. (2012). Effects of logging on orangutan 
behavior. Biological Conservation, 146(1), 177–187.

Hill, C. M. (2004). Farmers’ perspectives of conflict at the wildlife-agriculture boundary: Some lessons 
learned from African subsistence farmers. Human Dimensions of Wildlife, 9(4), 279–286.

Hill, C. M. (2005). People, crops, and primates: A conflict of interests. Commensalism and conflict: The 
human-primate interface, 40–59.

Hill, C. M., & Webber, A. D. (2010). Perceptions of nonhuman primates in human-wildlife conflict sce-
narios. American Journal of Primatology, 72(10), 919–924.

Hill, C. M., & Wallace, G. E. (2012). Crop protection and conflict mitigation: Reducing the costs of liv-
ing alongside non-human primates. Biodiversity and Conservation, 21(10), 2569–2587.

Hockings, K., & Humle, T. (2009). Best Practice Guidelines for the Prevention and Mitigation of Con-
flict between Humans and Great Apes (No. 37). IUCN/SSC Primate Specialist Group, Gland, 
Switzerland.

Hockings, K. J., McLennan, M. R., Carvalho, S., Ancrenaz, M., Bobe, R., Byrne, R. W., Dunbar, R. I., 
Matsuzawa, T., McGrew, W. C., Williamson, E. A., & Wilson, M. L. (2015). Apes in the Anthro-
pocene: Flexibility and survival. Trends in Ecology & Evolution, 30(4), 215–222.

Horr, D. A. (1975). The Borneo orangutan: population structure and dynamics in relationship to ecology 
and reproductive strategy. In: Rosenbloom, L. A. (Ed.), Primate Behavior. 4, 307–323.

Houghton, R. A., & Nassikas, A. A. (2017). Global and regional fluxes of carbon from land use and land 
cover change 1850–2015. Global Biogeochemical Cycles, 31(3), 456–472.

Humle, T., & Hill, C. (2016). People-primate interactions: implications for primate conservation.  An 
Introduction to Primate Conservation, 219–240.

Ibbotson, R. (2014). The History of Logging in North Borneo. Opus Publications.

1090

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pcbi.1004251
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pcbi.1004251


“Engaging the Enemy”: Orangutan (Pongo pygmaeus morio)…

1 3

Kilbourn, A. M., Karesh, W. B., Wolfe, N. D., Bosi, E. J., Cook, R. A., & Andau, M. (2003). Health eval-
uation of free-ranging and semi-captive orangutans (Pongo pygmaeus pygmaeus) in Sabah Malay-
sia. Journal of Wildlife Diseases, 39(1), 73–83.

Kadoya, T. (2009). Assessing functional connectivity using empirical data. Population Ecology, 51(1), 
5–15.

Koh, L. P., & Wilcove, D. S. (2008). Is oil palm agriculture really destroying tropical biodiversity? Con-
servation Letters, 1(2), 60–64.

Kühl, H., Maisels, F., Ancrenaz, M., & Williamson, E. A. (2008). Best Practice Guidelines for Surveys 
and Monitoring Great Ape Populations. (No. 36) IUCN/SSC Primate Specialist Group (PSG), 
Gland, Switzerland.

Lackman-Ancrenaz, I., Ancrenaz, M., & Saburi, R. (2001). The Kinabatangan Orangutan Conservation 
Project (KOCP). In Proceedings of a Conference on the Apes: Challenges for the 21st Century, 
262–265. Brookfield Zoo.

Laliberté, J., & St-Laurent, M. H. (2020). Validation of functional connectivity modeling: The Achilles’ 
heel of landscape connectivity mapping. Landscape and Urban Planning, 202, 103878.

Lambin, E. F., Geist, H. J., & Lepers, E. (2003). Dynamics of land-use and land-cover change in tropical 
regions. Annual Review of Environment and Resources, 28(1), 205–241.

Laurance, W. F., Wich, S. A., Onrizal, O., Fredriksson, G., Usher, G., Santika, T., Byler, D., Mitter-
meier, R., Kormos, R., Williamson, E. A., & Meijaard, E. (2020). Tapanuli orangutan endangered 
by Sumatran hydropower scheme. Nature Ecology & Evolution, 4(11), 1438–1439.

Lele, S., Wilshusen, P., Brockington, D., Seidler, R., & Bawa, K. (2010). Beyond exclusion: Alternative 
approaches to biodiversity conservation in the developing tropics. Current Opinion in Environmen-
tal Sustainability, 2(1–2), 94–100.

MacKinnon, J.R. (1971). The orangutan in Sabah today. Oryx, XI, 141–191.
Marchal, V., & Hill, C. (2009). Primate crop-raiding: A study of local perceptions in four villages in 

North Sumatra Indonesia. Primate Conservation, 24(1), 107–116.
Marsh, L. K. (2003). The nature of fragmentation. In: L. K. Marsh (Ed.), Primates in fragments: Ecology 

and conservation, 1–10. New York, NY: Springer. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 978-1- 4757- 3770-7_1
Marsh, L. K., & Chapman, C. (2013). Primates in Fragments: Complexity and Resilience. Springer.
Marshall, A. J., Engström, L. M., Pamungkas, B., Palapa, J., Meijaard, E., & Stanley, S. A. (2006). The 

blowgun is mightier than the chainsaw in determining population density of Bornean orangu-
tans Pongo pygmaeus morio in the forests of East Kalimantan. Biological Conservation, 129(4), 
566–578.

Marshall, A. J., Ancrenaz, M., Brearley, F. Q., Fredriksson, G. M., Ghaffar, N., Heydon, M., Husson, S., 
Leighton, M., McConkey, K. R., Morrogh-Bernard, H. C., Proctor, J., van Schaik, C. P., Yeager, 
C. P., & Wich, S. A. (2009a). The Effects of Forest Phenology and Floristics on Populations of 
Bornean Orangutans. In S. A. Wich, A. A. Utami Atmoko, T. M. Setia, & C. P. van Schaik (Eds.), 
Orangutans: Geographic Variation in Behavioural Ecology and Conservation (pp. 135–155). 
Oxford University Press.

Marshall, A. J., Lacy, R., Ancrenaz, M., Byers, O., Husson, S., Leighton, M., Meijaard, E., Rosen, N., 
Singleton, I., Stephens, S., Traylor-Holzer, K., Utami Atmoko, S. S., van Schaik, C. P., & Wich, 
S. A. (2009b). Orangutan population biology, life history, and conservation. In S. A. Wich, A. 
A. Utami Atmoko, T. M. Setia, & C. P. van Schaik (Eds.), Orangutans: Geographic Variation in 
Behavioural Ecology and Conservation (pp. 135–155). Oxford University Press.

McLennan, M. R., & Hill, C. M. (2012). Troublesome neighbours: Changing attitudes towards chimpan-
zees (Pan troglodytes) in a human-dominated landscape in Uganda. Journal for Nature Conserva-
tion, 20(4), 219–227.

McLennan, M. R., Hyeroba, D., Asiimwe, C., Reynolds, V., & Wallis, J. (2012). Chimpanzees in man-
traps: Lethal crop protection and conservation in Uganda. Oryx, 46(4), 598–603.

McMorrow, J., & Talip, M. A. (2001). Decline of forest area in Sabah, Malaysia: Relationship to state 
policies, land code and land capability. Global Environmental Change, 11(3), 217–230.

Meijaard, E., Albar, G., Rayadin, Y., Ancrenaz, M., & Spehar, S. (2010). Unexpected ecological resil-
ience in Bornean orangutans and implications for pulp and paper plantation management. PLoS 
One, 5(9), e12813.

Meijaard, E., Buchori, D., Hadiprakarsa, Y., Utami-Atmoko, S. S., Nurcahyo, A., Tjiu, A., Prasetyo, D., 
Christie, L., Ancrenaz, M., Abadi, F., & Antoni, I. N. G. (2011). Quantifying killing of orangutans 
and human-orangutan conflict in Kalimantan. Indonesia. PloS One, 6(11), e27491.

1091

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4757-3770-7_1


F. Oram et al.

1 3

Meijaard, E., Wich, S., Ancrenaz, M., & Marshall, A. J. (2012). Not by science alone: Why orangutan 
conservationists must think outside the box. Annals of the New York Academy of Sciences, 1249(1), 
29–44.

Ménard, N., Rantier, Y., Foulquier, A., Qarro, M., Chillasse, L., Vallet, D., Pierre, J. S., & Butet, A. 
(2014). Impact of human pressure and forest fragmentation on the endangered Barbary macaque 
Macaca sylvanus in the Middle Atlas of Morocco. Oryx, 48(2), 276–284.

Meijaard, E., & Sheil, D. (2019). The moral minefield of ethical oil palm and sustainable development. 
Frontiers in Forests and Global Change, 2, 22.

Milne, S., Martin, J. G., Reynolds, G., Vairappan, C. S., Slade, E. M., Brodie, J. F., Wich, S. A., William-
son, N., & Burslem, D. F. (2021). Drivers of Bornean orangutan distribution across a multiple-use 
tropical landscape. Remote Sensing, 13(3), 458.

Morrogh-Bernard, H. (2009). Orang-utan behavioural ecology in the Sabangau peat-swamp forest, Bor-
neo (Doctoral dissertation). University of Cambridge.

Nantha, H. S., & Tisdell, C. (2009). The orangutan–oil palm conflict: Economic constraints and opportu-
nities for conservation. Biodiversity and Conservation, 18(2), 487–502.

Nater, A., Arora, N., Greminger, M. P., van Schaik, C. P., Singleton, I., Wich, S. A., Fredriksson, G., 
Perwitasari-Farajallah, D., Pamungkas, J., & Krützen, M. (2013). Marked population structure and 
recent migration in the critically endangered Sumatran orangutan (Pongo abelii). Journal of Hered-
ity, 104(1), 2–13.

Nellemann, C. (Ed.). (2007). The last stand of the orangutan: state of emergency: illegal logging, fire, 
and palm oil in Indonesia’s national parks. UNEP/Earthprint.

Ng, C. K. C., Payne, J., & Oram, F. (2021). Small habitat matrix: How does it work? Ambio, 50(3), 
601–614.

Nietlisbach, P., Arora, N., Nater, A., Goossens, B., van Schaik, C. P., & Kruetzen, M. (2012). Heavily 
male-biased long-distance dispersal of orang-utans (genus: Pongo), as revealed by Y-chromosomal 
and mito- chondrial genetic markers. Molecular Ecology, 21(13), 3173–3186.

Oram, F. (2018). Abundance, behavioural and feeding ecology of wild orangutans (Pongo pygmaeus 
morio) in the fragmented forests of the Kinabatangan floodplain (Doctoral Dissertation). Sabah, 
Malaysia: Universiti Malaysia Sabah.

Palmer, A. (2018). Kill, incarcerate, or liberate? Ethics and alternatives to orangutan rehabilitation. Bio-
logical Conservation, 227, 181–188.

Pascual, U., Adams, W. M., Díaz, S., Lele, S., Mace, G. M., & Turnhout, E. (2021). Biodiversity and the 
challenge of pluralism. Nature Sustainability, 4(7), 567–572.

Payne, J. B., & Davies, A. G. (1982). A Faunal Survey of Sabah. World Wildlife Fund Malaysia, Kuala 
Lumpur.

Pramesywari, W. (2013). Diet management of Orangutans at the reintroduction site Bukit Tiga Puluh, 
Jambi, Orangutan Veterinary Advisory Group (OVAG) Workshop, Bogor Indonesia 2013, 61. 
https:// www. orang utan. com/ wp- conte nt/ uploa ds/ 2012/ 01/ OC- OVAG- 2013- Final- Report. pdf,

Ramankutty, N., Foley, J. A., & Olejniczak, N. J. (2002). People on the land: Changes in global popula-
tion and croplands during the  20th century. Ambio, 31(3), 251–257.

Rao, M., & Van Schaik, C. P. (1997). The behavioral ecology of Sumatran orangutans in logged and 
unlogged forest. Tropical Biodiversity, 4(2), 173–185.

Reamer, L. A., Neal Webb, S. J., Jones, R., Thiele, E., Haller, R. L., Schapiro, S. J., Lambeth, S. P., & 
Hanley, P. W. (2020). Validation and utility of a body condition scoring system for chimpanzees 
(Pan troglodytes). American Journal of Primatology, 82(10), e23188.

Reynolds, V., Wallis, J., & Kyamanywa, R. (2003). Fragments, sugar, and chimpanzees in Masindi Dis-
trict, western Uganda. In: Primates in Fragments, 309–320. Boston, MA: Springer.

Rijksen, H. D., & Meijaard E. (1999). Our Vanishing Relative. The Status of Wild Orang-utans at the 
Close of the Twentieth Century. Dordrecht., The Netherlands: Kluwer Academic Publishers.

Sales, L. P., Ribeiro, B. R., Pires, M. M., Chapman, C. A., & Loyola, R. (2019). Recalculating route: 
Dispersal constraints will drive the redistribution of Amazon primates in the Anthropocene. Ecog-
raphy, 42(10), 1789–1801.

Sabah Forestry Department Annual Report (2020). http:// www. forest. sabah. gov. my/ docs/ ar/ SFD. 
AR2020. pdf.

SWD 2012 - Sabah Wildlife Department (2012). Orangutan Action Plan for Sabah 2012–2016. Kota 
Kinabalu, Sabah, Malaysia.

SWD 2020 - Sabah Wildlife Department (2020). Orangutan Action Plan for Sabah 2020–2029. Kota 
Kinabalu, Sabah, Malaysia.

1092

https://www.orangutan.com/wp-content/uploads/2012/01/OC-OVAG-2013-Final-Report.pdf
http://www.forest.sabah.gov.my/docs/ar/SFD.AR2020.pdf
http://www.forest.sabah.gov.my/docs/ar/SFD.AR2020.pdf


“Engaging the Enemy”: Orangutan (Pongo pygmaeus morio)…

1 3

Santika, T., Ancrenaz, M., Wilson, K. A., Spehar, S., Abram, N., Banes, G. L., Campbell-Smith, G., Cur-
ran, L., d’Arcy, L., Delgado, R. A., & Erman, A. (2017). First integrative trend analysis for a great 
ape species in Borneo. Scientific Reports, 7(1), 1–16.

Seaman, D. J., Voigt, M., Bocedi, G., Travis, J. M., Palmer, S. C., Ancrenaz, M., Wich, S., Meijaard, E., 
Bernard, H., Deere, N. J., & Humle, T. (2021). Orangutan movement and population dynamics 
across human-modified landscapes: Implications of policy and management. Landscape Ecology, 
36, 2957–2975.

Setchell, J. M., Fairet, E., Shutt, K., Waters, S., & Bell, S. (2017). Biosocial conservation: Integrating 
biological and ethnographic methods to study human–primate interactions. International Journal 
of Primatology, 38(2), 401.

Singleton, I., Knott, C. D., Morrogh-Bernard, H. C., Wich, S. A., Van Schaik, C. P., Utami Atmoko, S. S., 
& Mitra Setia, T. (2009). Ranging behavior of orangutan females and social organization. In S. A. 
Wich, A. A. Utami Atmoko, T. M. Setia, & C. P. van Schaik (Eds.), Orangutans: Geographic Vari-
ation in Behavioural Ecology and Conservation (pp. 311–326). Oxford; Oxford University Press.

Sherman, J., Ancrenaz, M., Voigt, M., Oram, F., Santika, T., Wich, S. A., & Meijaard, E. (2020a). Envi-
sioning a future for Bornean orangutans: Conservation impacts of action plan implementation and 
recommendations for improved population outcomes. Biodiversitas, 21(2), 465–477.

Sherman, J., Ancrenaz, M., & Meijaard, E. (2020). Shifting apes: Conservation and welfare outcomes of 
Bornean orangutan rescue and release in Kalimantan. Indonesia. Journal for Nature Conservation, 
55, 125807.

Sloan, S., Campbell, M. J., Alamgir, M., Collier-Baker, E., Nowak, M. G., Usher, G., & Laurance, W. F. 
(2018). Infrastructure development and contested forest governance threaten the Leuser Ecosys-
tem, Indonesia. Land Use Policy, 77, 298–309.

Spehar, S. N., & Rayadin, Y. (2017). Habitat use of Bornean orangutans (Pongo pygmaeus morio) in an 
industrial forestry plantation in East Kalimantan Indonesia. International Journal of Primatology, 
38(2), 358–384.

Spehar, S. N., Sheil, D., Harrison, T., Louys, J., Ancrenaz, M., Marshall, A. J., Wich, S. A., Bruford, M. 
W., & Meijaard, E. (2018). Orangutans venture out of the rainforest and into the Anthropocene. 
Science Advances, 4(6), e1701422.

Teng, S., Khong, K. W., & Ha, N. C. (2020). Palm oil and its environmental impacts: A big data analytics 
study. Journal of Cleaner Production, 274, 122901.

Treves, A., Wallace, R. B., Naughton-Treves, L., & Morales, A. (2006). Co-managing human–wildlife 
conflicts: A review. Human Dimensions of Wildlife, 11(6), 383–396.

van Casteren, A., Sellers, W. I., Thorpe, S. K., Coward, S., Crompton, R. H., Myatt, J. P., & Ennos, A. R. 
(2012). Nest-building orangutans demonstrate engineering know-how to produce safe, comfortable 
beds. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 109(18), 6873–6877.

van Noordwijk, M. A., Arora, N., Willems, E. P., Dunkel, L. P., Amda, R. N., Mardianah, N., Ackermann, 
C., Krützen, M., & van Schaik, C. P. (2012). Female philopatry and its social benefits among 
Bornean orangutans. Behavioral Ecology and Sociobiology, 66(6), 823–834.

van Noordwijk, M. A., Atmoko, S. S. U., Knott, C. D., Kuze, N., Morrogh-Bernard, H. C., Oram, F., 
Schuppli, C., van Schaik, C. P., & Willems, E. P. (2018). The slow ape: High infant survival 
and long interbirth intervals in wild orangutans. Journal of Human Evolution, 125, pp. 38–49.
Vancouver

van Schaik, C. P., Priatna, A., & Priatna, D. (1995). Population estimates and habitat preferences of oran-
gutans based on line transects of nests. In R. D. Nadler, B. F. M. Gladikas, L. K. Sheeran, & N. 
Rosen (Eds.), The Neglected Ape (pp. 129–147). Plenum Press.

van Schaik, C. P. (1999). The socioecology of fission-fusion sociality in orangutans. Primates, 40(1), 
6986.

van Schaik, C. P., & Pfannes, K. R. (2005). Tropical climates and phenology: A primate perspective. 
Cambridge Studies in Biological and Evolutionary Anthropology, 44, 23.

Voigt, M., Kühl, H. S., Ancrenaz, M., Gaveau, D., Meijaard, E., Santika, T., Sherman, J., Wich, S. A., 
Wolf, F., Struebig, M. J., & Pereira, H. M. (2021). Deforestation projections imply range-wide 
population decline for critically endangered Bornean orangutan. bioRxiv.

Waters, S., El Harrad, A., Bell, S., & Setchell, J. M. (2019). Interpreting people’s behavior toward pri-
mates using qualitative data: A case study from North Morocco. International Journal of Primatol-
ogy, 40(3), 316–330.

1093



F. Oram et al.

1 3

Wartmann, F. M., Purves, R. S., & van Schaik, C. P. (2010). Modelling ranging behaviour of female 
orang-utans: A case study in Tuanan, Central Kalimantan Indonesia. Primates, 51(2), 119–130.

Wich, S. A., Gaveau, D., Abram, N., Ancrenaz, M., Baccini, A., Brend, S., Curran, L., Delgado, R. A., 
Erman, A., Fredriksson, G. M., & Goossens, B. (2012). Understanding the Impacts of Land-Use 
Policies on a Threatened Species: Is There a Future for the Bornean Orang-utan? PLoS ONE, 
7(11), e49142. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1371/ journ al. pone. 00491 42

Wich, S. A., Singleton, I., Nowak, M. G., Atmoko, S. S. U., Nisam, G., Arif, S. M., Putra, R. H., Ardi, R., 
Fredriksson, G., Usher, G., & Gaveau, D. L. (2016). Land-cover changes predict steep declines for 
the Sumatran orangutan (Pongo abelii). Science Advances, 2(3), e1500789.

Wich, S. A., Fredriksson, G., Usher, G., Kühl, H. S., & Nowak, M. G. (2019). The Tapanuli orangutan: 
Status, threats, and steps for improved conservation. Conservation Science and Practice.

Williamson, E. A., & Feistner, A. T. (2003). Habituating primates: processes, techniques, variables, and 
ethics. Field and laboratory methods in primatology: A practical guide, 25–39.

Wilson, H. B., Meijaard, E., Venter, O., Ancrenaz, M., & Possingham, H. P. (2014). Conservation strat-
egies for orangutans: Reintroduction versus habitat preservation and the benefits of sustainably 
logged forest. PloS One, 9(7), e102174.

Xu, Y., Yu, L., Li, W., Ciais, P., Cheng, Y., & Gong, P. (2020). Annual oil palm plantation maps in 
Malaysia and Indonesia from 2001 to 2016. Earth System Science Data, 12(2), 847–867. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 5194/ essd- 12- 847- 2020

Yunikartika, R. (2016). Ekspansi Kelapa Sawit di Pulau Kalimantan. Hasil Studi Forest Watch Indonesia. 
Bogor, FWI, 8–11.

Authors and Affiliations

Felicity Oram1,2,3,4  · Mohamed Daisah Kapar2 · Abdul Rajak Saharon2 · 
Hamisah Elahan2 · Pravind Segaran1,3,4 · Shernytta Poloi2 · Haslan Saidal2 · 
Ahbam Abulani2 · Isabelle Lackman2 · Marc Ancrenaz2,5,6

 * Felicity Oram 
 orangjuga1@gmail.com

1 PONGO Alliance – Kinabatangan Project, Units S10-12, 1st Floor, The Peak Vista, Block B 
Lorong Puncak 1, Tanjung Lipat,  88400 Kota Kinabalu, Sabah, Malaysia

2 HUTAN – Kinabatangan Orangutan Conservation Programme (KOCP) Sandakan, Sabah, 
Malaysia

3 Institute for Tropical Biology and Conservation, Universiti Malaysia Sabah, Kota Kinabalu, 
Sabah, Malaysia

4 SEARRP South East Asia Rainforest Research Partnership, Sabah, Malaysia
5 PONGO Alliance, Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia
6 Borneo Futures, Bandar Seri Begawan, Brunei

1094

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0049142
https://doi.org/10.5194/essd-12-847-2020
https://doi.org/10.5194/essd-12-847-2020
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-5368-0415

	“Engaging the Enemy”: Orangutan (Pongo pygmaeus morio) Conservation in Human Modified Environments in the Kinabatangan floodplain of Sabah, Malaysian Borneo
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Methods
	Study region
	Local orangutan population
	Definition of key terms
	Survey of small forests in oil palm monoculture and citizen science engagement of estate staff
	Field staff interviews

	Ethical note
	Data Availability
	Results
	Habitat quality value for orangutans of small forest patches on oil palm estates
	Orangutan use of forest islands in oil palm estates
	Interviews with field worker staff and management

	Discussion
	Acknowledgements 
	References


